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Basis of the report 
II Priority 

m I I Non-establishment of opinion with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability 
IV j j Lack of unity of invention 

V 1^ Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2(a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 

VI J j Certain documents cited 

VH [ j Certain defects in the international application 
VTH j j Certain observations on the international application 

The applicant is hereby, invited to reply to this opinion. 

When? See the time limit indicated above. Hie applicant may, before the expiration of that time limit, request this Authority 
to grant an extension, see Rule 66.2(d). 

How? By subrnitting a written reply, accompanied, where appropriate, by amendments, according to Rule 66.3. 

For the form and the language of the amendments, see Rules 66.8 and 66.9. 
Also For an additional opportunity to submit amendments, see Rule 66.4. 

For the examiner's obligation to consider amendments and/or arguments, see Rule 66 Abis. 

For an informal communication with the examiner, see Rule 66.6. 
If no reply is filed, the international preliminary examination report will be established on the basis of this opinion. 

The final date by which the international preliminary 

examination report must be established according to Rule 69.2 is: 16.05.2004 
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PCT/NO03/00014 



L Basis of the opinion 



1. With regard to the elements of the international application:* 
I^Xj the international application as originally filed 

1 | the description: 

pages 

pages 

pages 



, as originally filed 



filed with the demand 



, filed with the letter of 



1 | the claims: 

pages 

pages 

pages 

pages 



, as originally filed 

, as amended (together with any statement) under article 19 

, filed with the demand 



I 1 the drawings: 

pages 

pages 

pages 



, filed with the letter of 



, as originally filed 
, filed with the demand 



, filed with the letter of 



1 | the sequence listing part of the description: 

pages 

pages 

pages 



, as originally filed 



, filed with the demand 



, filed with the letter of 



2. With regard to the language, all the elements marked above were available or furnished to this Authority in the language in which 
the international application was filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. 

These elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following language which is: 

| | the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of international search (under Rule 23.1 (b)). 
| | the language of publication of the international application (under Rule 48.3(b)). 

I I the language of the translation furnished for the purposes of international preliminary examination (under Rules 55.2 and/ 
1 — 1 or 55.3). 

3. With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, the written opinion was 
drawn on the basis of the sequence listing: 

j J contained in the international application in printed form. 

| | filed together with the international application in computer readable form. 

| | furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form. 

i J ftirnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

I I The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure in the 
— international application as filed has been furnished. 

□ The statement that the information recorded in computer readable form is identical to the written sequence listing has 
been furnished 

4. | | The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

j | the description, pages 

| | the claims, Nos. 

|" j the drawings, sheet/fig 

^ I I This opinion has been drawn as if (some of) the amendments had not been made, since they have been considered to go 
■ I — I beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the Supplemental Box (Rule 70.2 (c)). 



* Replacement sheets which have been furnished to the receiving Office in response to an invitation under Article 14 are referred to 
in this opinion as "originally filed". 
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V. Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2 (a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 


1. Statement 










Novelty (N) 


Claims 


4, 6-8, 12, 15-31 




YES 




Claims 


1-3,5, 9-11,13.14 


NO 


Inventive step (IS) . 


Claims 


15, 16, 28 




YES 




Claims 


1-14.17-27.29-31 




NO 


Industrial applicability (IA) 


Claims 


1-31 




YES 




Claims 






NO 



2. , Citations and explanations 

The most relevant of the documents cited in the International 
Search Report: 

Dl: SU 1681800 Al 
D2: GB 1555437 A 
D3: WO 8100664 Al 

Dl, the most relevant prior art, discloses a trawl net 
discharging system for a fishing vessel. In the stern of the 
vessel a shutter (7) is provided that leads to a chamber 
partly located under the waterline of the vessel. When the 
trawl shall be emptied the trawl net is hauled by a winch (2) 
into the stern chamber trough the open shutter. Then the 
shutter is closed and the trawl is emptied in the chamber and 
pulled out through an opening at the front of the chamber. 

D2 discloses a fishing vessel provided with a recess in the 
stern for hauling a trawl net on board. 

D3 discloses a marine life harvesting method and apparatus 
where a opening (76) leads to a hollow compartment (66), both 
located under the waterline, wherein the fish is collected. 

Nothing in claims 1-3, 5, 9-11, 13 and 14 differ from what is 
mentioned in Dl and therefore are claim 1-3, 5, 9-11, 13 and 
14 not novel. 




Form PCT/IPEA/408 (Box V) (January 1998) 



WRITTEN OPINION 



IntemationaWpplication No. 
PCT/NO03/00014 



Supplemental Box 

(To be used when the space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient) 



Continuation of: Box V 

The trawl net discharging system in Dl discloses only one 
centrally mounted winch that pulls in one central line 
attached to the trawl. However, it is well known, as for 
example can be seen in D2, to use two winches to spread the 
trawl. In view of that it must be considered obvious to 
provide the fishing vessel in Dl with port and starboard lines 
for spreading the front ends of the trawl net. Therefore, the 
subject matter of claim 4 is not considered to involve an 
inventive step. 

To widen an egress to facilitate pulling something slant out 
of the egress is well known, for example on hawse holes on 
ships. In view of that it must be considered obvious to a 
person skilled in the art to provide the opening at the front 
of the chamber in Dl with a mouth widening at its upper end to 
facilitate the pulling of the trawl. Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 6 is not considered to involve an inventive 
step. 

In Dl the ceiling of the chamber consists of two hatches. The 
trawl is pulled out from the chamber through the opened 
hatches. To instead provide the chamber in Dl with a smaller 
hatch at the front of the ceiling to the chamber and pull out 
the trawl there must be considered obvious to a person skilled 
in the art. Therefore, the subject matter of claim 7 is not 
considered to involve an inventive step. 

About half of the shutter in Dl is arranged under the 
waterline of the vessel. To arrange the shutter mainly under 
the waterline must in view of that be considered obvious to a 
person skilled in the art. Therefore, the subject matter of 
claim 8 is not considered to involve an inventive step. 

To provide a trawl net with a trawl sack extension between the 
trawl sack and the trawl net and to provide the sack with one 
or more horizontal zips is well known. In view of that it must 
be considered obvious to a person skilled in the art to use 
such a trawl on the vessel in Dl . Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 12 and 21 is not considered to involve an 
inventive step. 
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It is not mentioned in Dl that the vessel is provided with a 
transverse roller for guiding the trawl net during ejection. 
But, it is well known to provide trawlers with at least one 
roller to guide the trawl net during ejection, as can be seen 
in D2 . In view of that it must be considered obvious to a 
person skilled in the art to provide the trawler in Dl with a 
transverse roller for guiding the trawl net during ejection. 
Therefore, the subject matter of claim 17 is not considered to 
involve an inventive step. 

To make the chamber in Dl with a rear part with a somewhat 
smaller cross-section area, as mentioned in claim 18, or to 
make a forward part of the chamber deeper than the rear part 
of the chamber, as mentioned in claim 19, or both, as 
mentioned in claim 20, are matters of design and do not 
involve an inventive a step. 

To provide the chamber in Dl with another shutter that divides 
the chamber in two, to attenuate sloshing, must be considered 
obvious to a person skilled in the art since the chamber in Dl 
already is provided with one shutter. Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 22 is not considered to involve an inventive 
step . 

The vessel in Dl is provided with a hind part that envelopes 
the chamber. To let this part instead envelope a sluiceway 
must be considered obvious to a person skilled in the art. 
Therefore, the subject matter of claim 23 is not considered to 
involve an inventive step. 

In Dl the entire length of the chamber is covered by two 
hatches that can be opened for inspecting and manual handling 
of the trawl sack. In view of that must be considered obvious 
to a person skilled in the art to instead provide it with a 
smaller inspection trunk or shaft. Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 24 is not considered to involve an inventive 
step . 

To arrange the ceiling of the chamber in Dl so that a part of 
it extends below the vessels waterline .must be considered 
obvious to a person skilled in the art since the whole hollow 
compartment in D3 is located under the waterline. Therefore, 
the subject matter of claim 25 is not considered to involve an 
inventive step. 
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To provide the vessel in Dl with more than one shutter and 
chamber, placed side by side, must be considered obvious to a 
person skilled in the art. Therefore, the subject matter of 
claim 26 is not considered to involve an inventive step. 

The vessel in Dl has only one winch and it is not mentioned if 
the trawl sack in Dl has zips for empting. But besides that 
the method for hauling the trawl sack is the same as described 
in claim 27. And since it is well known to use more than one 
winch and to use a trawl sack with zips the subject matter of 
claim 27 is not considered to involve an inventive step. 

It is not mentioned in Dl that the trawl sack is opened along 
a vertical zip. But since trawl sacks with vertical zips is 
well known it must be considered obvious to a person skilled 
in the art to use such trawl sack and haul it out through the 
opening at the front of the chamber. Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 29 is not considered to involve an inventive 
step. 

To provide a trawl net with a trawl sack extension between the 
trawl sack and the trawl net is well known. In view of that it 
must be considered obvious to a person skilled in the art to 
use such a trawl on the vessel in Dl . Therefore, the subject 
matter of claim 30 is not considered to involve an inventive 
step . 

It is well known to use trawl doors that are disconnectable 
from the hauling lines. In view of that it must be considered 
obvious to a person skilled in the art to use such trawl doors 
on and disconnect them before hauling the trawl into the 
chamber in Dl . Therefore, the subject matter of claim 31 is 
not considered to involve an inventive step. 
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